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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to Amendments and remarks filed on March 6, 2006. Claims 1-24 are 
currently pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to £ patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-5 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Yamazaki et al. US Patent No. 6,424,326. 

Regarding Claims 1 and 13, Yamazaki et al. teach (see Fig. 1-14) an organic 
electroluminescent device (see Col. 1, lines 38-62 and Col. 22, lines 52-61) and method for 
fabricating an organic electroluminescent device, comprising a transparent substrate (500) (see 
Fig. 10-13), a plurality of pixels (555, 557, 558) (see Fig. 13A-13B) disposed on the transparent 
substrate (see Col. 5, lines 52-54), wherein the pixels comprise a plurality (see Col. 17, lines 10- 
1 1) of red-light pixels, a plurality of green-light pixels and a plurality of blue-light pixels (see 
Col. 5, lines 62-65 and Col. 12, lines 56-59 and Col. 22, lines 24-31), a red-light detector 
(550/104a) disposed adjacent (see Fig. 12C and 13A-13B) to a red-light pixel (elements 555, 
557, 558 constituting the pixel are adjacent to the detector 550 in Fig. 12C, 13A-13B) on the 
transparent substrate, a green-light detector (104b) disposed adjacent to a green-light pixel on the 
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transparent substrate (see Fig. 12C, 13A-13B), and a blue-light detector (104c) disposed adjacent 

■ 

to a blue-light pixel on the transparent substrate (see Fig. 12C, 13A-13B). 

Regarding Claim 2, Yamazaki et al. teach (see Fig. 13A-13B) each pixel comprising, in 
sequence, a transparent anode (555) (see Col. 22, lines 2-8), an organic electroluminescent layer 
(557) (see Col. 22, lines 52-61), and a metal cathode (558) (see Col. 22, lines 18-20). 

Regarding Claim 3, Yamazaki et al. teach the transparent anode comprising indium-tin 
oxide or indium-zinc oxide (see Col. 22, lines 2-9). 

Regarding Claim 4, Yamazaki et al. teach the organic electroluminescent layer is made 
of-small molecular organic electroluminescent material or polymer electroluminescent material 
(see Col. 32, line 65 to Col. 33, line 5). 

Regarding Claim 5, Yamazaki et al. teach the metal cathode comprising aluminum, 
aluminum/lithium fluorine, calcium, magnesium/silver alloy or silver (see Col. 22, line 18). 

Regarding Claim 10, Yamazaki et al. teach (see Fig. 14) a light guider (660) coupled to 
each of the pixels transmitting the light within the device to the corresponding detector (see Col. 
25, lines 26-31). 

Regarding Claim 11, Yamazaki et al. teach (see Fig. 3) a driving unit (130, 131) coupled 
to each of the pixels (132 in Fig. 3), and each of the red-light detector, the green-light detector 
and the blue-light detector (136 in Fig. 3) coupled to transfer units (134, 135) (see Fig. 3). 

Regarding Claim 12, Yamazaki et al. teach (see Fig. 3) the driving unit and the transfer 
units are coupled to a control unit (to generate control signals RL, G). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 6-9 and 14-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yamazaki et al. in view of Heeger et al. US Patent No. 5,504,323. 

Regarding Claims 6 and 14, Yamazaki et al. teach the device and method in Claims 1 and 
13, according to the appropriate paragraph above. Regarding Claim 6, Yamazaki et al. teach (see 
Fig. 12C) each of the red-light detector, the green-light detector and the blue-light detector 
comprising, in sequence, a metal anode (551) (see Col. 21, lines 51-55), a photoelectric layer 
(550), and a metal cathode (549). Regarding Claim 14, Yamazaki et al. teach the step of forming 
the pixels comprises forming a patterned transparent anode (555) (see Col. 22, lines 2-8) on the 
transparent substrate (see Fig. 13A-13B), forming an organic electroluminescent layer (557) (see 
Col. 22, lines 52-61) on the transparent anode (see Fig. 13A-13B), and forming a metal cathode 
(558) (see Col. 22, lines 18-20) on the organic electroluminescent layer, with the step of forming 
the red-light detector, the green-light detector and the blue-light detector comprises forming a 
patterned metal anode (551) (see Col. 21, lines 51-55), on the transparent substrate (see Fig. 
12C), forming a photoelectric layer (550) on the metal anode (see Fig. 12C), and forming a metal 
cathode (549) on the photoelectric layer (see Fig. 12C). Yamazaki et al. do not teach the 
photoelectric layer as an electroluminescent layer. Heeger et al. teach (see Fig. 2) a detector 
having a cathode and an anode, with a photoelectric layer (1 1) as an electroluminescent layer 
(see Col. 2, lines 8-10 and Col. 3, lines 49-51). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use an electroluminescent layer as a 
photoelectric layer as taught by Heeger et al. in the device and method of Yamazaki et al., to re- 
use materials (organic electroluminescent polymer) during the fabrication of the device for 
simplifying the manufacturing process. 

Regarding Claims 8 and 17, Yamazaki et al. teaches the photoelectric layer comprising 
an organic material (see Col. 1, lines 39-43 and Col. 37, lines 29-31). 

Regarding Claim 15, Yamazaki et al. teach the transparent anode comprising indium-tin 
oxide or indium-zinc oxide (see Col. 22, lines 2-9). 

Regarding Claim 1 8, Yamazaki et al. teach the organic electroluminescent layer is made 
of-small molecular organic electroluminescent material or polymer electroluminescent material 
(see Col. 32, line 65 to Col. 33, line 5). 

Regarding Claims 21 and 23, Yamazaki et al. teach the electroluminescent layer 
comprising an inorganic material (see Col. 37, lines 24-27, 32-35). 

Regarding Claim 20, Yamazaki et al. teach the metal cathode comprising aluminum, 
aluminum/lithium fluorine, calcium, magnesium/silver alloy or silver (see Col. 22, line 18). 

Regarding Claims 7 and 16, Yamazaki et al. in view of Heeger et al. teach the device and 
method in Claims 6 and 14, according to the appropriate paragraph above. Yamazaki et al. do 
not teach the metal anode comprising a non-transparent metal layer. It is well known in the art 
to adjust the transparency of electrode layers of a patterned photodetector, depending on the 
desired sensitivity of the photodetector and the propagation of light to the photodetector. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide the metal anode comprising a non-transparent metal layer in the device and method of 
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Yamazaki et al. in view of Heeger et al., to provide detection light through the side of the 
photodetector to prevent saturation of the photodetector output. 

Regarding Claims 9, 19, 22, and 24, Yamazaki et al. in view of Heeger et al. teach the 
device and method in Claims 6 and 14, according to the appropriate paragraph above. Yamazaki 
et al. also teach selecting other known materials to form the metal cathode. Yamazaki et al. do 
not teach the metal anode having the same material of the metal cathode or having a different 
material of the metal cathode. It is well known in the art to select an appropriate material for a 
component, depending on the desired operating characteristics, costs, or other factors. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide the metal anode having the same material of the metal cathode or having a different 
material of the metal cathode, in the device and method of Yamazaki et al. in view of Heeger al, 
since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known 
material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. 
In re Leshin, 1 25 USPQ 416. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed March 6, 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

♦ 

Regarding Applicant's arguments on Claims 1 and 13, Applicant argues that Yamazaki 
does not teach a red-light detector disposed adjacent to a red-light pixel on the transparent 
substrate, a green-light detector disposed adjacent to a green-light pixel on the transparent 
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substrate, or a blue-light detector disposed adjacent to a blue-light pixel on the transparent 
substrate. Applicant contends that "the red-light detector 104a in Yamazaki is not disposed 
'adjacent 1 to the red-light pixels 105". Examiner asserts that in the previous and current Office 
Actions, reference numerals 555, 557, and 558, as illustrated in Fig. 13A-13B, were correlated 
with the claimed "pixels". These elements are located within the sensor portion of the device, as 
Fig. 13A-13B illustrates the construction of the sensor pixels (see Col. 17, lines 23-25), not the 
display pixels as suggested by Applicant by reference to reference numeral 104a. Examiner 
asserts that each sensor "pixel" 104a,b,c of Yamazaki contains both a light-emitting element 
composed of EL components 555, 557, 558 (which Examiner relates to the "pixel" recited in 
Applicant's claim language) shown in Fig. 13A-13B and also a photoelectric converting element 
550, first illustrated in Fig. 12C and further shown in Fig. 13A-13B. Yamazaki provides further 
support in the specification in Col. 2, lines 65-67: 

"The sensor pixel (s) is composed of an EL element and a 
light receiving diode that detects the amount of change in 
the luminance of the EL element." 



and in Col. 3, lines 3-6: 

" The sensor EL element has the same structure as that of 
the EL element (hereinafter referred to as display EL 
element) of the pixels (hereinafter referred to as display 
pixel) of the display portion" 

and in Col. 3, lines 21-26: 

"Thus, an equivalent voltage is applied to the EL layers of 
the sensor EL element and the arbitrarily selected display 
EL element , whereby the deterioration rates of the EL 
layers are nearly equivalent . Therefore, the luminance of 
the sensor EL element and the luminance of the display EL 
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element maintain almost equivalent states even as time 
elapses. 

Light emitted by the sensor EL element , on one hand, is 
irradiated to the light receiving diode of the sensor 
pixel. Then, the light receiving diode detects the 
luminance of the sensor EL element . On the basis of the 
information of the luminance of the sensor EL element that 
was detected, the luminance of the display EL element is 
revised, and the luminance of the sensor EL element is also 
revised at the same time. " 



Yamazaki further discloses having multiple sensor pixels for each color in Col. 17 5 lines 10-11: 

"A plurality of sensor pixels corresponding to each color 

may also exist." 

Thus, Examiner contends that elements 555, 557, and 558 properly correspond to the "pixel" 
recited in Applicant's claim language and that the detector 550 within element 104a is disposed 
adjacent to the pixel, as illustrated in Fig. 12C, 13A-13B. Thus, Examiner contends that Claims 
1 and 13 are properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) by Yamazaki. 



Regarding Applicant's arguments on Claims 5 and 20, Applicant argues that Yamazaki 
does not disclose the elements "aluminum, aluminum/lithium fluorine, calcium" and "silver". 
Examiner asserts that Claim 5 recites: 

... wherein the metal cathode comprises aluminum, 
aluminum/lithium fluorine, calcium, magnesium/silver alloy 
or silver". 



Examiner asserts that the use of the word "or" signifies that only one of the components within 
the list of components is required for anticipation. Since Yamazaki teaches the metal cathode 
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comprising magnesium/silver alloy (MgAg) in Col. 22, line 18, Examiner asserts that Claims 5 
and 20 are properly rejected by Yamazaki (in view of Heeger et al. for Claim 20). 

Regarding Applicant's arguments on Claim 1 1, Applicant argues that elements 130, 131, 
134, and 135 are elements within the sensor pixel 104 and thus, cannot be "coupled to" the 
sensor pixels 104a, 104b, 104c. Examiner asserts that elements 555, 557, and 558 (illustrated in 
Fig. 13A-13B) which compose the sensor EL element and are located within element 132 in Fig. 
3, correspond to the "pixel" recited in Applicant's claim language, as explained in the initial and 
present Office Actions and in the above response to arguments. Thus, Examiner asserts that 
elements 130, 131, 134, and 135 corresponding to the recited driving unit and transfer unit in 
Claim 1 1 are external to the pixel (elements 555, 557, and 558 within element 132 illustrated in 
Fig. 13A-13B) and are further external to the detector (element 550 within element 136, 
illustrated in Fig. 12C, 13A-13B), and are further shown to be coupled to the pixel and detector, 
as seen in Fig. 3. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen Yam whose telephone number is (571)272-2449. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Georgia Epps can be reached on (571)272-2328. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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